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1 . This action is responsive to the amendment and remarks filed on November 27, 2006. 

2. Claims 13, 15-41, 52-53, and 55-56 are presented for examination and claims 1-12, 14, 
42-5 1 , and 54 are canceled. 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. code not included in this office action can be 
found in a prior office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 1 03 

4. Claims 13, 22, 25 and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Carcerano et al, U.S. Patent 6,308,205 (hereinafter Carcerano) in view of Edlund et al, U.S. 
Patent 6,085,227 (hereinafter Edlund). 

5. As per claims 13 and 52, Carcerano teaches the invention substantially as claimed, 
comprising: 

accessing a first server (109, fig. 5) remote from the media device (1 1 1, fig. 5)to launch 
the web-hosted application (col. 9, lines 34-42, 1-6; col. 12; lines 22-24), the web-hosted 
application being capable of communicating with the media device to extract data 
therefrom (col. 9, lines 15-22; col. 10, lines 51-55) (polling status and configuration of 
network devices); 

receiving one or more integrated presentations (visual display) formed by the web-hosted 
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application and sent by the first server in response to accessing the first server (col. 9, 
lines 44-51; col. 10, lines 15-20), each of the integrated presentations including the data 
extracted to replicate a corresponding interface of the media device (col. 9, lines 51-54) 
(visual display include corresponding status and configuration polled from the network 
devise); 

selecting portions of the interface to initiate one of more commands to operate the media 
device (col. 15, lines 57-63); 

wherein the web-hosted application stored the commands in a transaction file (col 2, 
lines 21-24; col. 11, lines 48-63) (i.e., the changes to the status or configuration must be 
stored in a file since the changes are used by the CGI script to update the database); and 
wherein the web-hosted application transmits the commands to the media device (col. 11, 
lines 59-63). 

6. Carcerano does not teach in response to a request, transmit the command. Edlund teaches 
wherein the application, in response to a request from the media device, transmits the commands 
to the media device (col. 5, lines 18-29). 

7. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano and Edlund because Edlund' s 
teaching would enhance the transmission mechanism of Carcerano 's system by allowing 
commands to be polled by a device to ensure that the device is not overloaded with too many 
commands. 
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8. As per claim 22, Carcerano and Edlund teach the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 13 above. Carcerano further teach wherein accessing the first server comprises sending an 
http request over the Internet to the first server (col. 7, lines 29-37). 

9. As per claim 25, Carcerano and Edlund teach the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 13 above. Carcerano further teach wherein the data is extracted periodically (col. 9, lines 
20-21). 

10. Claims 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Carcerano, Edlund in view of "Official Notice". 

11. As per claim 23, Carcerano and Edlund teach the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 13 above. Carcerano and Edlund do not explicitly teach different type of media devices. 
"Official Notice" is taken that the limitations narrowed by these claims are consider obvious. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was 
made to include different media devices because by doing so it would increase the field of use in 
their system. 

12. As per claim 24, Carcerano and Edlund teach the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 13 above. Carcerano and Edlund do not specifically teach wherein the interface is selected 
from a group of interfaces consisting of a login interface, a Channel Guide, a Replay Guide, 
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Replay Shows, Replay Channels, Find Shows, and Manual Record. "Official Notice" is taken 
that the limitations narrowed by these claims are consider obvious. It would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to include different 
interfaces to operate different media devices as a matter of design choice. 

13. Claims 15-16 and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Carcerano and Edlund in view of Paroz, U.S. Patent 6,587,125 (hereinafter Paroz). 

14. Paroz was cited in the last office action. 

15. As per claims 15 and 16, Carcerano and Edlund teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 13 above. Carcerano and Edlund do not specifically detailing object interfaces 
for operating the media device. Paroz teaches a similar system wherein the web-hosted 
application instantiates a plurality of objects for encapsulating functions associated with 
operating the media device, wherein the objects comprises programmable interfaces for 
operating the media device (col. 9, lines 12-20; col. 10, lines 17-21). 

16. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Edlund, and Paroz because Paroz's 
teaching of objects interfaces would increase the flexibility in Carcerano's and Edlund's systems 
by allowing a user to write programs for interfacing for the operation of different devices. 
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17. As per claim 18, Carcerano and Edlund teach the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 13 above. Carcerano and Edlund do not teach the method of transferring in XML format. 
Paroz teaches wherein the integrated presentation is transferred in XML format (col. 10, lines 46- 
49). 

18. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Edlund, and Paroz because Paroz' s 
teaching of transferring in XML format would increase the field of use in their system. - 

19. As per claims 19 and 20, Carcerano and Edlund teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 13 above. Carcerano and Edlund do not teach forming the integrated 
presentations with additional data received by the web-hosted application from one or more 
sources of data. Paroz teaches wherein the integrated presentations are formed by combining the 
data extracted with additional data received by the web-hosted application from databases and 
online services (col. 9, line 45-col. 10, line 7). 

20. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Edlund, and Paroz because Paroz' s 
teaching of forming integrated presentation with additional data from database and online 
services would increase the efficiency of Carcerano' s and Edlund' s systems by allowing faster 
generation of integrated presentation using stored configuration data in the databases. 
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21 . Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Carcerano and 
Edlund in view of Venkatraman et al, U.S. Patent 5,956,487 (hereinafter Venkatraman). 

22. Venkatraman was cited in the last office action. 

23. As per claim 26, Carcerano and Edlund the invention substantially as claimed in claim 13 
above. Carcerano and Edlund do not teach data is extracted on the fly. Venkatraman teach 
wherein the data is extracted on-the-fly (col. 6, lines 13-14). 

24. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Edlund, and Venkatraman because 
Venkatraman' s teaching would allow Carcerano's and Edlund's systems to extracted most up-to- 
date data representing the status of the media device. 

25. Claims 27-29, 31-32, 37, 39, 53 and 55-56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Carcerano and Hayes, U.S. Patent 7,046,161 (hereinafter Hayes) in view of 
Edlund. 

26. As per claims 27 and 53, Carcerano teaches the invention substantially as claimed for 
remotely controlling of at least one media device, comprising: 

maintaining, at a server remote from the media device, a local representation of pre- 
existing information and data extracted from the media device (col. 9, lines 15-21, 47- 
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54); 

forming an integrated presentation including data extracted at least one media device 
(col. 9, lines 51-54); 

transferring the integrated presentation to a network computing system for display on a 
client in response to receiving an instruction from the client (col. 11, lines 38-51; col. 9, 
lines 34-54); 

receiving a command from the client in response to portions of the integrated 
presentation being selected, the command representing an operation to be performed on 
the media device (col. 15, lines 57-65); 

updating the local representation with the command (col. 1 1, lines 52-63); and 
sending the command to the media device to perform the operation on the media device 
(col. 11, lines 59-63). 

27. Carcerano does not teach simulate a corresponding interface. Hayes teaches forming an 
integrated presentation including data extracted to simulate a corresponding interface of the at 
least one media device (col. 12, line 61 -col. 13, lines 16). 

28. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano and Hayes because Hayes's teaching 
would enhance the visual presentation of Carcerano 's system by allowing the visual presentation 
to tailor the function keys used to command functional operations of the device to match the 
exact device being controlled (col. 7, lines 55-58). 
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29. Carcerano and Hayes do not teach only after receiving a request, sending the command. 
Edlund teaches only after receiving a request from the media device, sending the commands to 
the media device(col. 5, lines 18-29). 

30. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund because 
Edlund's teaching would enhance the transmission mechanism of Carcerano's and Hayes's 
system by allowing commands to be polled by a device to ensure that the device is not 
overloaded with too many commands. 

31. As per claim 55, Carcerano teaches the invention substantially as claimed comprising: 
receiving, through the web-hosted client interface, a command for the operation of a first 

media device (col. 15, lines 57-63); 

storing the command in a first transaction file (col. 2, lines 21-24); and 
transmitting the first transaction file to the first media device (col. 11, lines 59-63). 

32. Carcerano does not teach simulate the interface of a media device. Hayes teaches 
providing a web-hosted client interface, wherein the web-hosted client interface simulates the 
interface of at least one media device (col. 1 1, lines 19-33; col. 9, lines 55-62; col. 12, line 61- 
col. 13, lines 16); 

receiving program guide information (col. 12, lines 33-43); and 
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displaying the program guide information in the web-hosted client interface (col. 11, lines 
25-36; col. 12, lines 33-43). 

33. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano and Hayes because Hayes's teaching 
would enhance the visual presentation of Carcerano' s system by allowing the visual presentation 
to tailor the function keys used to command functional operations of the device to match the 
exact device being controlled (col. 7, lines 55-58). 

34. Carcerano and Hayes do not teach receiving a request, and in response to the request 
transmitting the transaction file. Edlund teaches receiving, from the first media device, a request 
for the first transaction file; and in response to the request, transmitting the first transaction file 
to the first media device(col. 5, lines 18-29). 

35. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund because 
Edlund's teaching would enhance the transmission mechanism of Carcerano's and Hayes's 
system by allowing commands to be polled by a device to ensure that the device is not 
overloaded with too many commands. 

36. As per claim 28, Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 27 above. Carcerano and Hayes further taught wherein the network computing 
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system comprises at least one web server communicatively coupled to a network, the web server 
receiving and forwarding the integrated presentation to the client over the network (see 
Carcerano, 109, fig. 5; col. 11, lines 38-51; see Hayes, 300, fig. 17; col. 9, lines 45-67; col. 12, 
line 61 -col. 13, line 5). 

37. As per claim 29, Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 28 above. Carcerano further teach wherein the network comprises the Internet 
(col. 7, lines 52-55). 

38. As per claim 3 1 , Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 27 above. Hayes further taught wherein the integrated presentation comprises a 
virtual representation of a user interface associated with the media device (col. 11, lines 19-33; 
col. 9, lines 55-62; col. 12, line 61-col. 13, line 5). 

39. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund for the same 
reason as claim 27 above. 

40. As per claim 32, Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach taught the invention substantially 
as claimed in claim 27 above. Carcerano and Hayes further teach wherein maintaining the local 
representation comprises storing the pre-existing information and the data on a database (see 
Carcerano, col. 9, lines 15-17, 47-54; see Hayes, col. 11, lines 19-24, 33-41). 
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41 . As per claim 37, Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 27 above. Hayes further teach wherein the media device comprises a digital 
video recorder (col. 2, lines 49-56). 

42. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund for the same 
reason as claim 27 above. 

43. As per claim 39, Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 27 above. Carcerano further taught wherein the client comprises a browser (70, ' 
fig. 5). 

44. As per claim 56, Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 55 above. Although Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach receiving, through the 
web-hosted client interface, a command for the operation of the first media device (see 
Carcerano, col. 15, lines 57-63); storing the command in a transaction file (see Carcerano, col. 2, 
lines 21-24); receiving, from the first media device, a request for the transaction file (see Edlund, 
col. 5, lines 18-29); and in response to the request, transmitting the first transaction file to the 
first media device (see Edlund, col. 5, lines 18-29; see Carcerano, col. 11, lines 59-63), however, 
Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund do not explicitly teach the method of claim 55 for a second media 
device. 
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45. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to include a second or any number of media devices because by doing so it 
would allow a user in their systems to obtain, monitor and control status and configuration of 
network devices, thus the user can perform management operations with a plurality of network 
devices remotely. 

46. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Carcerano, 
Hayes, and Edlund in view of "Official Notice". 

47. As per claim 38, Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 27 above. Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund do not specifically teach wherein the 
interface is selected from a group of interfaces consisting of a login interface, a Channel Guide, a 
Replay Guide, Replay Shows, Replay Channels, Find Shows, and Manual Record. "Official 
Notice" is taken that the limitations narrowed by these claims are consider obvious. It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
include different interfaces to operate different media devices as a matter of design choice. 

48. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Carcerano, 
Edlund, and Venkatraman in view of "Official Notice". 

49. As per claim 17, Carcerano and Edlund teach the invention substantially as claimed in 
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claim 13 above. Carcerano and Edlund do not teach access to a second server. Venkatraman 
teaches wherein one of the commands (e.g. sending a HTTP GET command by selecting an 
URL) causes the first server to access a second server (col. 3, lines 43-50), however, 
Venkatraman did not teach the web-hosted application running on the second server. "Official 
Notice" is taken for the concept of a web-hosted application running on a second server is known 
and accepted in the art. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to include the web-hosted application running on the second 
server because by doing so it would allow a user to remotely access a web hosted application on 
a second server via a first server. 

50. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Carcerano, 
Edlund, and Paroz view of Gordon et al, U.S. Patent Application Publication 2003/0217360 
(hereinafter Gordon). 

5 1 . Gordon was cited in the last office action. 

52. As per claim 21, Carcerano, Edlund and Paroz teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 19 above. Carcerano, Edlund, and Paroz do not teach broadcast programming 
guides. Gordon teaches wherein the sources of data comprise broadcast programming guides in 
an electronic format (page 4, paragraph 50-52). 



53. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
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invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Edlund, Paroz and Gordon because 
Gordon's teaching of broadcast programming guide would increase the functionality of their 
systems by providing preview context based on user selection of program title (page 1, paragraph 
12). 

54. Claims 30 and 33-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund in view of Paroz. 

55. As per claim 30, Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 27 above. Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund do not specifically teach data sources 
are selected from databases and online websites. Paroz teaches wherein the data sources are 
selected from a group consisting of databases and online websites (col. 9, line 45-col. 10, line 7). 

56. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Hayes, Edlund, and Paroz because 
Paroz' s teaching of forming integrated presentation with data sources selected from a group of 
databases and online websites would increase the efficiency of their system by allowing faster 
generation of integrated presentation using stored configuration data in the databases. 

57. As per claims 33 and 34, Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach the invention substantially 
as claimed in claim 27 above. Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund do not specifically teach objects of 
the interface. Paroz teaches comprising 
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instantiating a plurality of objects for encapsulating functions associated with the 
operation of the media device, wherein the objects comprise programmable interfaces for 
invoking the operation on the media device (col. 9, lines 12-20; col. 10, lines 17-21). 

58. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Hayes, Edlund, and Paroz because 
Paroz's teaching of objects interfaces would increase the flexibility in their systems by allowing 
a user to write programs for interfacing for the operation of different devices. 

59. As per claim 35, Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 27 above. Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund do not explicitly teach XML, Paroz 
teaches the process of transferring in XML format (col. 10, lines 46-49). 

60. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Hayes, Edlund, and Paroz because 
Paroz's teaching of transferring in XML format would increase the field of use in their system. 

61. Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Carcerano, 
Hayes, and Edlund in view of Gordon. 

62. As per claim 36, Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 27 above. Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund do not teach broadcast programming 
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guides. Gordon teaches wherein the sources of data comprise broadcast programming guides in 
an electronic format (page 4, paragraph 50-52). 

63. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Hayes, Edlund, and Gordon because 
Gordon's teaching of broadcast programming guide would increase the functionality of their 
systems by providing preview context based on user selection of program title (page 1, paragraph 
12). 

64. Claims 40 and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund in view of Venkatraman. 

65. As per claims 40 and 41, Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund teach the invention substantially 
as claimed in claim 27 above. Carcerano, Hayes, and Edlund do not specifically teach the local 
representation is maintained on a periodic basis or on-the-fly. Venkatraman teaches wherein the 
local representation is maintained on a periodic basis (col. 6, lines 6-7) or on-the-fly (col. 6, lines 
13-14). 

66. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Carcerano, Hayes, Edlund, and Venkatraman 
because Venkatraman's teaching would allow Carcerano's, Hayes's and Edlund's systems to 
extracted most up-to-date data representing the status of the media device. 
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67. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 13, 15-41 52-53, and 55-56, filed 1 1/27/06, 
have been fully considered but in moot in view of new grounds of rejection. 

68. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Hesselink et al, US 2006/0277314; Humpleman et al, US 2001/0038392; Tenney et al, 
US 6,944,584. 

69. Applicants amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). A 
shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREEtMONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. Any inquiry 
concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be directed 
to Philip C Lee whose telephone number is (571)272-3967. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 8 AM TO 5:30 PM Monday to Thursday and every other Friday. If attempts to reach 
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the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit 
can be reached on (571) 272-3913. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. Information regarding the status of an 
application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. 
Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or 
Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



P.L. 




